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Period for Reply 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1.136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 1 33). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1)^ Responsive to communication(s) filed on 06 September 2005 . 
2a)K This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) E5 Claim(s) 7-13 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) E3 Claim(s) 7-13 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) D The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10) D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1 .121(d). 

1 1) D The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12) D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 19(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1 .□ Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. D Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 



Attachment(s) 

1) □ Notice of References Cited (PTO-892) . 4) □ Interview Summary (PTO-413) 

2) □ Notice of Drattsperson's Patent Drawing Review (PTO-948) Paper No(s)/Mail Date. . 

3) □ Information Disclosure Statement(s) (PTO-1449 or PTO/SB/08) 5) □ Notice of Informal Patent Application (PTO-152) 

Paper No(s)/Mail Date . 6) □ Other: . 
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The draweings filed September 6, 2005 are disapproved as comprising new matter. 
The angular positions of the multiple sources and the beam spread of figure 2 and the 
multiple sources outside the detector plane of figure 3 are not supported by the original 
disclosure. 

Although applicant's remarks of September 6, 2005 state that the amendment adds 
claim 14, no claim 14 is of record. In fact, the latest listing of claims was filed August 6, 
2004. 

The drawings are objected to under 37 CFR 1.83(a). The drawings must show 
every feature of the invention specified in the claims. Therefore, the multiple sources 
outside the detector circle must be shown or the feature(s) canceled from the claim(s). No 
new matter should be entered. 

A proposed drawing correction or corrected drawings are required in reply to the 
Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. The objection to the drawings will 
not be held in abeyance. 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the Invention, and of the manner and process 
of making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in 
the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and 
shall set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

The specification is objected to under 35 U.S.C. 112 first paragraph as failing to 
provide an enabling disclosure. While lines 7-16 of page 8 of the specification explicitly 
refer to "sources" meaning plural, there is no teaching of how plural sources postioned 
outside the circle of detectors can project x-ray beams onto the examined object since the 
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beams would have to pass throught the detectors. Figure 2 shows a single beam passing 
through a gap in the detector circle, but the arrangement for plural sources is not revealed. 

Claims 7-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C.. 1 12, first paragraph, for the reasons set 
forth in the objection to the specification. 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C.. 103 which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

A patent may not be obtained though the Invention Is not Identically disclosed or described as set 
forth fn seSton 102 of this title, rf the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented 
and the orior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious £ Jhe ten the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to wn.cn sa.a suojeu matte, p»um~. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Subject matter developed by another person, which qualifies as prior art only under subsection (0 or 
to) of section 102 of this title, shall not preclude patentability under th.s section where the subjert 
matter and the claimed invention were, at the time the invention was made, owned by the same 
person or subject to an obligation of assignment to the same person. 

Claims 7 and 9-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C.. 103 as being unpatentable over 
Street et al (5117114). Figures 11 and 12 of Street show detector modules 223,225 
comprising strip shaped detector arrays configured as a polygon around an imaging region 
of a CT scanner opposite an x-ray source (lines 35^63 of column 9). Lines 35-52 of 
column 4 explain that the pixels may be fabricated by photolithography. The claims are 
rejected to the extent they are supported by the original disclosure. 

Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C.. 103 as being unpatentable over Street as 
applied to claim 7 above, and further in view of Morton (5693947). Lines 43^6 of column 
10 of Morton teach the use of CdTe as useful for detecting x rays, and It would have been 
obvious therefor to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
employ CdTe in the Street detectors. 
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Claims 7 and 9-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C.. 103 as being unpatentable over 
Takahashi et al (5164973). Figures 2 and 6 of Takahashi show detector modules b 
configured as a contiguous polygon around an imaging region of a CT scanner opposite 
an x-ray source. Official notice is taken that integrated circuits (such as Takahashi's 
semiconductor arrays) are commonly made via photolithography, and it would have been 
obvious to employ these in Takahashi's modules. The claims are rejected to the extent 
they are supported by the original disclosure. 

Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C.. 103 as being unpatentable over Takahashi as 
applied to claim 7 above, and further in view of Morton. Lines 43-46 of column 10 of 
Morton teach the use of CdTe as useful for detecting x rays, and It would have been 
obvious therefor to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
employ CdTe in the Takahashi detectors. 

Claims 7 and 9-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C.. 103 as being unpatentable over 
Shaw et al (4338521). Shaw teaches straight detector modules 46 arranged as a 
contiguous polygon (approximating a circle) around an imaging region of a CT scanner 
opposite an x-ray source. Each module comprises a PC board 76 and integrated circuit 
96. Official notice is taken that integrated circuits are commonly made via 
photolithography, and it would have been obvious to employ these in Shaw's modules. 
The claims are rejected to the extent they are supported by the original disclosure. 

Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C.. 103 as being unpatentable over Shaw as 
applied to claim 7 above, and further in view of Morton. Lines 43-46 of column 10 of 
Morton teach the use of CdTe as useful for detecting x rays, and It would have been 
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obvious therefor to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
employ CdTe in the Shaw detectors. 

Claims 7 and 9-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Franke (4384359) in view of Street. Franke teaches a CT scanner comprising detector 
modules 6a, 7a, 8a arranged on a detector circle and plural sources 6, 7, 8 arranged 
outside the detector circle. The Franke modules are disclosed as almost planar but not 
quite, and it would have been obvious to make them planar as taught by Street for ease of 
fabrication. 

Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Franke 
(4384359) and Street, as above in view of Morton. Lines 43-46 of column 10 of Morton 
teach the use of CdTe as useful for detecting x rays, and It would have been obvious 
therefor to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to employ 
CdTe in the Franke detectors. 

Applicant's arguments filed September 6, 2005 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. The defects in applicant's disclosure cannot be overcome by 
argument 

This is an RCE . All claims are drawn to the same invention claimed, in the earlier 
application and could have been finally rejected on the grounds and art of record in the 
next Office action if they had been entered in the earlier application. Accordingly, THIS 
ACTION IS MADE FINAL even though it is a first action in this case. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(b). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final adlon tes« tto expire ^MMONIHI 
from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply ^J^^^^^ 
mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE- 
MONTHThortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the 
advisory aSs mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a) will be orioMec from 
the mailing date of the advisory action. In no. however, event will the statutory penod for reply expire 
later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication should be directed to Examiner Church 
at telephone number (571 ) 272-2488. 



Craig E. Church 
Senior Examiner 
Art Unit 2882 



